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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1,4-11, 14-21 , and 24-29 are presented for examination. 

2. Claims 2-3, 1 2-1 3, 22-23 and 30 are cancelled without prejudice. 

^ Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1,4-11, 14-21 , and 24-29 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

4. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the reason to 
incorporate a web page processing operable to transform the standard content 
generation tags into a first output that the web browser is able to interpret, the web page 
processing engine unable to interpret the custom content generation tags; and the web 
page processing engine further operable to communicate with the first output and the 
custom content generation tags to the web server of Britton into Claussen system 
because it would conventionally employed in the art to provide an efficient 
communications system that can modify and format web page content for various types 
of pervasive computing devices (see Britton col. 3, lines 7-27). 
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5. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

6. Applicant argues that Claussen and Britton combination does not teach or 
suggest the use of one engine to transform standard content generation tags and a 
second engine to transform custom content generation tags. In response to applicant's 
argument, examiner submits that Claussen teach a transformation engine uses to 
translate/convert custom content generation tags (abstract, col. 3 lines 30-42, col. 10 
lines 34-col. 13, line 4) and Britton in combination with Claussen teach content tailoring 
system converts a standard content generation tags (col. 6, line 7-col. 7, line 62). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Data Processing art 
at the time of the invention was made to modify the teachings of Britton into the system 
of Claussen to have a web page processing operable to transform the standard content 
generation tags because it would provide an efficient communications system that can 
modify and format web page content for various types of pervasive computing devices 
(see Britton col. 3, lines 7-27). 
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7. Applicant argues Claussen does not teach a web page processing engine 
operable to transform the standard content generation tags into a first output that the 
web browser is able to interpret, the web page processing engine unable to interpret the 
custom content generation tags; and the web page processing engine further operable 
to communicate with the first output and the custom content generation tags to the web 
server. In response to applicant's argument, examiner asserts that since applicant's 
amendment by amending claims and deleting limitation in the claims, hence it is 
necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. 

8. Therefore, the examiner asserts that cited prior art teaches or suggests 
the subject matter broadly recited in independent claims 1 , 1 1 , 21 and 29. Claims 4-1 1 , 
14-21 , and 24-28 are also rejected at least by virtue of their dependency on 
independent claims and by other reasons set forth in this office action [see rejection 
below]. 

9. Applicants still have failed to identify specific claim limitations that would 
define a patentable distinction over cited prior arts. Accordingly, rejections for claims 1, 
4-1 1 , 14-21 , and 24-29 are rejected as below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 

all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
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matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

1 1 . Claims 1,4-11, 14-21 , and 24-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as 
being unpatentable over Claussen et al., (hereinafter Claussen) U.S. Patent No. 
6,675,354, in view of Britton et al., (hereinafter Britton) U.S. Patent No. 6,535,896. 

12. As to claim 1 , Claussen teaches the invention as claimed, including a 
system for transforming custom content generation tags, comprising: 

a web server operable to receive a request from a web browser, the request 
identifying a file comprising one or more standard content generation tags and one or 
more custom content generation tags both of which the web browser is unable to 
interpret (abstract, figures 1 , 2, col. 2, line 2-65, col. 3, lines 30-43, col. 5, lines 1-col. 6, 
line 6); 

a web page processing engine operable to receive the standard content 
generation tags and the custom content generation tags (col. 5, line 1-col. 6, line 33); 

a transformation engine operable to receive the custom content generation tags, 
transform the custom content generation tags into second output that the web browser 
is able to interpret, and communicate the second output to the web server (abstract, col. 
3 lines 30-42, col. 10 lines 34-col. 13, line 4); and 
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the web server further operable to receive the second output and to 
communicate the first and the second output to the web browser in response to the 
request (col. 5 lines 25-45, col. 10, line 34-col. 13, line 4). 

However, Claussen teaches a web page processing engine transforms the 
standard content generation tags into a format that the web browser is able to interpret 
(col. 5, lines 3-45). However, Claussen does not explicitly teach a web page 
processing engine operable to transform the standard content generation tags into a 
first output that the web browser is able to interpret, the web page processing engine 
unable to interpret the custom content generation tags; and the web page processing 
engine further operable to communicate with the first output and the custom content 
generation tags to the web server. Britton teaches a web page processing operable to 
transform the standard content generation tags into a first output that the web browser 
is able to interpret, the web page processing engine unable to interpret the custom 
content generation tags (figure 1, col. 6, line 7, col. 7, line 35); and the web page 
processing engine further operable to communicate with the first output and the custom 
content generation tags to the web server (col. 7, lines 36-62). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Data Processing art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Claussen and Britton to have a web page 
processing operable to transform the standard content generation tags into a first output 
that the web browser is able to interpret, the web page processing engine unable to 
interpret the custom content generation tags; and the web page processing engine 
further operable to communicate with the first output and the custom content generation 
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tags to the web server because it would provide an efficient communications system 
that can modify and format web page content for various types of pervasive computing 
devices (see Britton col. 3, lines 7-27). 

13. As to claim 4, Britton teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the web 
server is operable to communicate the first output to the transformation engine with the 
custom content generation tags; and the transformation engine is operable to 
communicate the first output back to the web server with the second output (abstract, 
col. 6 lines 7-col. 7 lines 62). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
Data Processing art at the time of the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
Claussen and Britton to have the same motivation as set forth in claim 1, supra. 

1 4. As to claim 5, Claussen teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the 
requested file comprises a JAVASERVER PAGE (JSP) file; the standard content 
generation tags comprise JSP standard tags; the custom content generation tags 
comprise JSP custom tags (col. 5 lines 48-col. 6 lines 32); however, Claussen does not 
explicitly teach web page processing engine comprises a JSP engine unable to process 
the JSP custom tags. Britton teaches web page processing engine comprises a JSP 
engine unable to process the JSP custom tags (abstract, col. 6 lines 7-col. 7 lines 62). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Data Processing art at the time 
of the invention was made to combine the teachings of Claussen and Britton to have 
the same motivation as set forth in claim 1 , supra. 
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15. As to claim 6, Claussen teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the 
first and second output comprises code selected from the group consisting of HyperText 
Markup Language (HTML) code, Extensible Markup Language (XML) code, and 
Wireless Markup Language (WML) code (col. 1 lines 38-col. 2 lines 21). 

1 6. As to claim 7, Britton teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the web 
page processing engine is operable to attach a header to the unprocessed custom 
content generation tags, the header indicating the presence of the unprocessed custom 
content generation tags; and the web server is operable to communicate the 
unprocessed custom content generation tags to the transformation engine in response 
to the header (abstract, figure 1, col. 6 lines 7-col. 7 lines 62). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Data Processing art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Claussen and Britton to have the same 
motivation as set forth in claim 1 , supra. 

17. As to claim 8, Claussen teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the 
transformation engine comprises an Extensible Stylesheet Language Transformation 
(XSLT) engine, the XSLT engine operable to transform the custom content generation 
tags using an Extensible Stylesheet Language (XSL) stylesheet (figure 1, col. 2 lines 2- 
21, col. 3 lines 30-42, col. 10 lines 35-44). 
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18. As to claim 9, Ciaussen teaches the invention as claimed wherein the 
XSL stylesheet comprises one or more templates corresponding to each custom 
content generation tag, the templates comprising HTML code to replace the 
corresponding custom content generation tag (abstract). 

19. As to claim 10, Ciaussen teaches the invention as claimed, wherein one 
or more of the templates comprise code operable to generate HTML code to replace the 
corresponding custom content generation tag (abstract, col. 10 lines 35-42). 

20. As to claim 1 1 , Ciaussen teaches the invention as claimed, including 
method for transforming custom content generation tags, comprising: 

receiving a request from a web browser for a file comprising one or more 
standard content generation tags and one or more custom content generation tags, both 
of which the web browser is unable to interpret (abstract, figures 1 , 2, col. 2 lines 2-65, 
col. 3 lines 30-43, col. lines 1-col. 6 lines 6); 

transforming the custom content generation tags using a transformation engine 
into second output that the web browser is able to interpret (abstract, col. 3 lines 30-42, 
col. 10 lines 34-42); and 

communicating the first and second output to the web browser in response to the 
request (col. 5 lines 25-45, col. 10, line 34-col. 13, line 4). 

However, Ciaussen teaches a web page processing engine transforms the 
standard content generation tags into a format that the web browser is able to interpret 
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(col. 5, lines 3-45). However, Claussen does not explicitly teach processing the file 
using a web page processing operable to transform the standard content generation 
tags into a first output that the web browser is able to interpret, the web page 
processing engine unable to interpret the custom content generation tags. Britton 
teaches processing the file using a web page processing operable to transform the 
standard content generation tags into a first output that the web browser is able to 
interpret, the web page processing engine unable to interpret the custom content 
generation tags (figure 1 , col. 6, line 7, col. 7, line 35). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the Data Processing art at the time of the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Claussen and Britton to have processing the file using a web 
page processing operable to transform the standard content generation tags into a first 
output that the web browser is able to interpret, the web page processing engine unable 
to interpret the custom content generation tags because it would provide an efficient 
communications system that can modify and format web page content for various types 
of pervasive computing devices (col. 3, lines 7-27). 

21 . As to claim 21 , Claussen teaches the invention as claimed, including 
custom tag transformation software embodied in a computer-readable medium and 
operable to: 

receive a request from a web browser for a file comprising one or more standard 
content generation tags and one or more custom content generation tags, both of which 
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the web browser is unable to interpret (abstract, figures 1, 2, col. 2 lines 2-65, col. 3 
lines 30-43, col. lines 1-col. 6 lines 6); 

transform the custom content generation tags into second output that the web 
browser is able to interpret (abstract, col. 3 lines 30-42, col. 10 lines 34-42); and 

communicate the first and second output to the web browser in response to the 
request (col. 5 lines 25-45). 

However, Claussen teaches a web page processing engine transforms the 
standard content generation tags into a format that the web browser is able to interpret 
(col. 5, lines 3-45). However, Claussen does not explicitly teach processing the file 
using a web page processing operable to transform the standard content generation 
tags into a first output that the web browser is able to interpret, the web page 
processing engine unable to interpret the custom content generation tags. Britton 
teaches processing the file using a web page processing operable to transform the 
standard content generation tags into a first output that the web browser is able to 
interpret, the web page processing engine unable to interpret the custom content 
generation tags (figure 1 , col. 6, line 7, col. 7, line 35). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the Data Processing art at the time of the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Claussen and Britton to have processing the file using a web 
page processing operable to transform the standard content generation tags into a first 
output that the web browser is able to interpret, the web page processing engine unable 
to interpret the custom content generation tags because it would provide an efficient 
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communications system that can modify and format web page content for various types 
of pervasive computing devices (col. 3, lines 7-27). 

22. As to claim 29, Claussen teaches the invention as claimed, including a 
system for transforming custom content generation tags, comprising: 

means for receiving a request from a web browser for a file comprising one or 
more standard content generation tags and one or more custom content generation 
tags that the web browser is unable to interpret (abstract, figures 1, 2, col. 2 lines 2-65, 
col. 3 lines 30-43, col. lines 1-col. 6 lines 6); 

means for transforming the custom content generation tags into second output 
that the web browser is able to interpret (abstract, col. 3 lines 30-42, col. 10 lines 34- 
42); and 

means for communicating the first and second output to the web browser in 
response to the request (col. 5 liens 25-45). 

However, Claussen teaches a web page processing engine transforms the 
standard content generation tags into a format that the web browser is able to interpret 
(col. 5, lines 3-45). However, Claussen does not explicitly teach means for processing 
the file by transforming the standard content generation tags into a first output that the 
web browser is able to interpret, the web page processing engine unable to interpret the 
custom content generation tags. Britton teaches means for processing the file by 
transforming the standard content generation tags into a first output that the web 
browser is able to interpret, the web page processing engine unable to interpret the 
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custom content generation tags (figure 1 , col. 6, line 7, col. 7, line 35). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Data Processing art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Claussen and Britton to have means 
for processing the file by transforming the standard content generation tags into a first 
output that the web browser is able to interpret, the web page processing engine unable 
to interpret the custom content generation tags because it would provide an efficient 
communications system that can modify and format web page content for various types 
of pervasive computing devices (col. 3, lines 7-27). 

23. As to claim 1 4-1 7, and 24-25 they are system claims directed to transform 
custom content generation tags of method claims 4-7. Claims 14-17, and 24-25 have 
similar limitations to claims 4-7; therefore, they are rejected under the same rationale. 

24. As to claim 1 8-20, and 26-28, they are system claims directed to transform 
custom content generation tags of method claims 8-10. Claims 18-20, and 26-28 have 
similar limitations to claims 8-10; therefore, they are rejected under the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

25. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See 
MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 
37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thu Ha Nguyen, whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3989. The examiner can normally be reached Monday through Friday from 8:30 AM to 
5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne, can be reached at (571 ) 272-4001 . 

Any inquiry of a general nature of relating to the status of this application should 
be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-9600. 

The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned are 703-872-9306 for regular communications. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



June 6, 2005 



Thu Ha Nguyen 




